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PkEFACE 



The Center for Vocational Education is indebted to Mr. John Jennings and Mr. Charles Radcliffe 
for tl^eir presentation enlitled "Commentary on Legislation Affecting Vocational Education ^eseai-ch 
and Development. Both pf these professionals ierve.as pr^ary'staff in-the U.&r House of Repre 
tatives and are-emiffently qualified to address such a topic <S' 

- '/'■ 
' The commentary focuses'primarily'on the.(l) basic rationale and foundation upon whicS the 
vocational/educatiort R&D provisions in Public Law 94482 were established 'and (2) the expectations 
of Congress concerning the gutcome of resources allocated for Vocational education R&D.' Responses 
• are provided to ^number of relevant c}'uestions raised with regard to congre^ional cohtent of various 
•provisions in Public Law'94482, Education Amendments Act of 1976. ■ '/ 

- ,Mr . Jenninp is a native the §tafe of Illinois. ' He received a B'_A. in history from Loyola Unf-' 
varsity (1964) and J.D. from NQrth^yestern University'SphOol df La-V (19B7J./In"l967, Jennings was ■* 
admitted to the IIHnois State Bar and -the Pedferal Bar (7th District). In 1969, he was-admitte'd to ' 
the Bar of the District of Columbi^ar- ' ' / ." ^ / ' ' ' ' ''/ 

Since 196?, Mr. Jennings ^;s served in his'curxent gosition as Counsel and" Staff 'Director,'Si}«- 
committee on-Elementary, Secondary, lanxl' Vocational Education, Cl?mmittee on Education an"^a- 
bof, U.S. House of^Representatives, The subcommittee haS jurisdictioo over the Efementary a4 
Secondary Educatiorr Att, the School Lunch, Act, the-Vocational Education Act,>tite Emerg^cy 
School Act Indian Education, School Constitution, School Desegregation Impadt Act, Scb-ool Financ- 
ing, and other general legislation affecting elementary and' secondary educatiqi/ • ^ 

' A native of the s^ate of Indiana, Mr. Radcliffe holds a B.A. degree f ronf Bates College and a LL B 
from Georgetown Univ^y LaW^School. He is a member'of the Bar of the District/of Columbia 

Mr. Radchffe is the Minority Counsel, Committee on Edugation an^ LaborjlC^' House of 
Representatives, a position he ha§ 'field .sihce"'I96a. Tlis prior -experienjje inchide/Up! Senate Staff, 
U.S. Office- of Educatio'n legislature officer and Assistant Director of ;the 19pi/W]iite House' 
Conference on Education. ,. ' - ; - /' " ' 

.On behalf of The Center an?! The' Ohio State University, I take pleasiirfe in introducing Mr. 
Jenning's^and Mr. Radcliffe's presentation, "Comipentary on Legislation .^feeling Vocational 
/Education Re^search and Development:" . " ' . J\ 

Rob4rt E. Taylor, Director 
Th^ Center for Voc^itional 
lucation 
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' ■ REMARKS: VOCATIONAL EDUCATIO^ ^ \ 

. RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT LEGISLA-gON ' ^ 

• ' • by \ 

i ■ - \ . • 

^ . John F, Jennings 

i°Q7c^-^T^'^'^-*® opportunity to spd^ to youabojit the Vocational Education Amendments of 
iy7b as th^y affect vocational res6arch. I wUl try to describe the-congr'essional motivations in writ- 
mg these provisions as-well as the actual provisions themselves.' . s. 

We must begin by realizing that these ajriendments cannot be looked at in isolation Rather * 
they^nust b^viewed in terms of the broader Context of.Congress>' attitudeTtowapds educational re^ ^ 
search. » 

A^I am sure most of you are well aware, the last decade. has.seeri the expenditure of millions - 
andmiUions of federal dollars for research in education. These ten years also Witnessed the devel- 
opment of.regional laboratories and centers throughout the country under thfe authority of the . 
Enementary and-Secondary Education .Act, and the creation in Washington of the National Institute 
of Education. But the decade also saw the initial fororaise of thesb creations and of this outpouring 
of funds bemg frustrated so that the expectationisurtounding thek beginnings remain unfulfUled 

Eyeri though there are very articulate, forceful, and knowledgeable advocates o«*ed ucation' re'- 
search in Congress, esgj^ially John Brademas of Indiana and Albert -Quie of Minnesota, tfie Congress ' 
m /^ral has not cc^fnitted itself recently to substantially increasing the funcfi^g for educational 
research. The latest example of this lack of commitment occurred last week wKen the House Appro- 
priations Committee refused tO' accept a budget request from the Ad^ministration urging an increase 
m the NIE appropriations from last year's level of $70 miUion to a new level of $9(rmUlioh. Instead 
the Appropriations Committee left NIE at last year's budget level. - . -.. 

Jt is safe to say that the present general congressional view of educational research is one of • 
skepticism about its effectiveness and therefore a reluctance to increase its funding, and also an un- 
willingness, to cut back on support due to a lingering belief that maybe eventually some good will'-" 
result. Although it is always very difficult to try to generalize the views of 535 members of Congress 
1 believe that the last few years' history of appropriations .and the intense controversy surrounding ' 
-the existence of NIE serve to support that conclusion. • , : " 

If.such an attitude now exists in Congress, what can we attribute to it? I believe thafe-we can • _ 
isolate five factors which impact on this view although I am sure that many other factors alse exist. 

1. The first is a general feeliiig that educational research has'showJi few results for all the 

millions spent on it within the last decade. " • ' " * 

- 2. ^cond is the -belief that the little good which has resulted* has not been widely dissemi- 
nated for use in classrooms. . . . ' 



3.. The third is that educationaf research comRares poorly when set side by side with scien- 
tific research and especially with health research! 

^ * \ . 

A. Fourth is that the pressures ane beco mine more intense every day to concentrate educa- 
tional, resources on actual tlassroom instruction and attendant spiraling costs; such as fuel 
* and pension funds. ' \ 

5. The final factor is that congressmen tend to be persons of action who want to' see results 
as soon as possible, and therefore by nature are Jiot inclined to wait years to see the r6- 
suits of efxpenditures fpr research. ' 

Now I know that there are arguments that can be made about the validity of each one of these 
factors, and possibly educational research^ suffers from a poor image about what it has achieved and 
as irpporfantly about what can reasonably be expected of it. Nonetheless, my purpo^g today is not , 
to debate those points.. Rather, I would fikeypu to understand the context in which^vocational re- 
search vLdS discussed in Congress during 1 975 and 1976. Hopefully then, you can understand better 
why Congress did what it did in the 1976 Vocational Education Amendments because what I have 
described as an attitude in Congress about education research in.general was ^Iso held as regards vo- 
ca'tionar research in particular. ' . * ' 

Committee repoirts accompany bills ^hich are approved by coipmittees, and they are impor- 
'tant because frequently they!are the best source of ipformation summarizing congressional bearings 
anli giving full presentations of congressional Chinking concerning legislation. Tlterefore, I believe 
that it would be worthwhile to read the committee report on the 1976^ Vocational Education Amend- 
ments if you are interested in understanding why Congress did what it did. The remainder of my re- 
marks will summarize the amendments Coi^ess adopted which affect Vpcational research. 

► > ^, 

The vocational amendments affecting research fall into two generat^categories:' the first type 
seeks to remove obstacles created by federal law or administration to the effectiveness &i vocat^nal 
research; and the second type seeks to better focffs research to pr(5duce the results Congress wants. 

Regarding the efforts to remove federal obstaliles tp effectiveness; the first action and probaBiy 
the most important, is th^t.the Congress last year finally moved to forwardiunding the appropria- 
tions under the Vocational Act. The lack of adequate notice of the level of approp'riatibns has always 
been a severe problem, in federal etlucation programs,-am( without a doubt this lack of notice has im- 
peded the effectiveness of vocationallresearch. Soon that problem ought to be resolved. • 

\ 

The second set^of 'actions Congress took concern the direct funding of vooatiqnal research bj 
the U.S. Office of Education. The new amendments require that 5 percent of the appropriations 
under the act must be set aside for national programs, including research programs. "jThe Adminis- 
tration, in maljiAg its budget request for fiscal 1978, and .the House Appropriations Committee, in 
voting out the advance appropriations for fiscal 1978 last week, both respected that 5.percent set 
aside. This ought to bring stability to the research prog{;^m since prior congressional appropriations 
for vocational research have yaried from 5 percent to 10 percent of the total appropriation. 

The Vocational Amendments of 1976 also remove the state allocation' requirement for these 
/fUndsTfbtTiatidrtal research. This, too, ought to, allow a more concerted effort to be made by the , 
federal government in fundin^aatiqnal research. • ' 

- V . . " . • ^ ' y - * .'^ ' ' • . \ 

' ' "^The la^t two changes-\Dn the fedefal level are requirements in the Vocational Educatjon- Amend- 
'ments'of 1976 for increased staffing jn the Bureau of Occupational and Adtilt Education arid for^ 



the establishment of a coordinating committee for vocational education research. The increased 
staffing, which will come about by the end of next year, should le^d to more personnel being as- 
signed from the national level to assist state^and local researchers. The coordinating committee has 
two purposes: Ko better coordinate^ the research and demonstration effort's of the Office^f Educa- 
tion, 4;he National Institute of Education, and the F,und for the Improvement oT Post-secondary 
Education; and-lo develop a better management system for all of thfese research efforts. 

^ a/ • • ' / 

A§ regftds stateLefforts in vocational rersearch, the new vocational amendments.remove the 
separate categorical funding for, the research program, the exemplary projects program-, and the 
curriculum development program. This means that a state can, if it wants to, exceed the prior 
spending for one or all of' these purposes. It also means that the states will haye more flexibility 
in integrating these three activities for a more effective program. 

All of the amendments^ndl aU of the congressional actions I haya-d'escfibed up to now are 
directed towards easing federal restrictions on the use of fundslor research. They are all meant to 
help the states and the Office of Education ^ a better ^pb with this increased flexibility. 

The second set of amendments involve actions by Congress to direct attention more towards 
achieving better results with the funds used for vocational research. These amendments apply to * * 
the states as well as to ^he federal go vemment... . ^ ' 

The first of these amendments requires that any funds used for research must only be used for 
applied research. The second amendmesnt requires the states to receive an assurance' from, the per- 
son or organization receiving a research i^r a curriculum development contract that this contract 
will result in areason^ble probability of improved teaching techniques or curriculum materials for 
use in classrooms within five years of the termination of the contract. As regards exemplary pr^- 
.ects, the -states must show in their state plans the disposition of each exemplary projectXthe end 
bf its three yeairs of funding. ^ ^ 

Another amendment restricts states to only making contracts for research, exemplary projects, 
and curriculum development. The. I^.S. Office of Education is restricted to primarily making con- 
tracts but also is permitted to make grants in isolated cases and then only when these grants will 
result in a reasonable probability of improved teaching techniques or curriculum materials within 
five years of the termination date of the grant. 

« ■* 
. Another amendment encourages states to disseminate the results of their research findings much 
more widely by authorizipg^heliiring of local disseminators within the states. States must al§o make 
greater efforts to develop curriculum materials free of sex s'ter^Jyping, and the U.S. Office of Edu- 
cation must convert for civilian use curriculum materials developed by the Armed Services. 

'i'heJast Amendment requires stated to develop comprehensive plans of program improvement 
''under the direction of the research, coordinating units for all of their efforts involving research, de- 
monstration programs, and curriculum development. 

All 6f these amendments are meant to give a better focus tp.fede-^rally assisted prc^ams. The 
Congress has m^de clear irj its committee reports and in its floor discussions that it wants to see bet- 
ter and quicker results from the expenditure of federal funds for research, demonstration programs, 
and curriculum development in vocational edupation. It also has admitted .that its own actions 
thrcJugh tardy appropriations and erratic funding -and through undue restrictions in federal, laws ^ 
have impeded the effectivenes^of efforts in this field. * * 



Congress has tried to eliminate the impediments it created in its laws and in its pra<itices, and 
now it expects the Office of Education an*8 the states to produce^better and qy^er results. , 

The end product of all these*ef forts must be to develop better, local vocational education pro- 
-ams throughout the country. And, given our growing awareness of^our limited resources, we must 
make all possible efforts to achieve that result with the funds available to us. Projects which have 
been funded in the past may no longer be funded in the future, not necessarily JDe'c^use they have 
■ no worth but rather because there are oth^r projects which can show better results mdre quickly. 
Efforts in the past have been too unfocused-, and now thef must be targeted much more precisely. 

I wouW like to clk)$e this discussion by saying a few words about the laist major amendment 
Congress adopted regarding vocational research.! That amendment requires the Commissioner to 
•create' a national center for research in vocational 'education. 

* * ' ' * * , 

This center must conduct applied research, develop leadership activities, dissemins^te results, 
assist in national planning, serve as" a clearinghbOs^ for information on previously funded i^rogram?, 
ai^d assist the states and local school districts in planning and evaluation: • ^ , 

That description shows that the national center will have quite a monumental task to perform, 
and it also shows that much is expected of it by the Congress. We have yet to see which institution . 
will be chosen and lipw that institutioajvill go about its tasks. 

I would, however, like to leave one thought and that is that whichever institution is chosen, it 
musf dedicate itself to mo'dernizing vocational education and" ipaking.it a more relevant and flexible 
system of education.' If this center merely becomes a "cheering section" for what already exists, it 
will receive considerable support from the field and will probably assure itself of a comfortable 
existence. But that choice will doom the center to ineffectiveness jjg^ the long run. 

The new vQcatipnal amendments show th^ vocational education has to broaden itself and 
reach out in its planning and operation of programs to many different types of agencies and people 
than it has ever involved before. These amendments also show that local programs must be made 
much more relevant to immediate and perspective jobs than they are doing now. The national center 
must assist in fulfilling the promise of these amendments. Otherwise, it Avill be, and might to he, 
judged a failure. 
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• ' . ' / • ' ■ . ■ 

John F. Jennings 
' ■ ■ - ' aind 

Charles W.RadcIiffe- ' . \ 

Question: ' What kind of information or data would Congress require that would compel fhem 
to give greater emphasis to special needs types of populations (i.e., disadvantaged/ ' 
, handicapped, bilingual)? 

Response (Jaclc Jennings): > 

^ ^ ■ • . , ; 

Congress deals with legislation generally in cycles, so that when the 1963 Voeational Educa- ' 

l-^^u"-, "^^^"'^ '""•^^'^ ^ ""^^^ 1967. Thkt resulted in the 1968 Amendments. 

Ihe 1968 Amendments weren't looked al until 1975, then they were looked at that year and the 
next year and that resulted in .the Vocational Edu'cation Amendments of 1976. So, really what's 
^°-i"Iio ^JPP®"' ^'^^^^^ oversight of programs, is no basic change in legislation until 1982 

or 1983. So what you are talking about is what kind of data needs to be available in the early 1980's 
to help Congress. ■ » ' 

. ' , ■ * - 

For this reason, I think you should be concerned" first of all ^yith what Hind of data you can 
develop to help states implement the 1976 Amendments. I think you will find that thfi women's 
groups did a wonderful job of presently to Congress data oii the- sex stereotyping andlex^iscrimi- 
nation which exists in vocational education at the present time. We had separate hearings on sex 
discrimination apd sex stereotyping. Members who were indifferent on the subject came out of ' 
those hearings believing that they wanted to make very substantial- changes in" the act to help reduce 
sex bias and sex stereotyping. The new act does reflect a whole series of amendments seeking. to 
niove the state and local school districts in that direction. I thliilc" in terms of having an impact on 
the'legislators, the women's organizations did a superb job, one of the best I've seen in nine years^ 
of niakmg their case and getting some action. Now, I think the important thing is what can you do 
to implemertt these amendments to bring about change in state and local school districts. That is 
the ^nd of data, in my opinion, you should be concentrating on now. Not necessarily national 
data for use by legislators at this time, because Congress will not be recqri^dering this area again 
for over five years. 

Question: Would you deal with the teacher education provisions in thlnew law? ' ■ 

Response (Jack Jennings): . ' • 

♦ •* * ♦ 

^ I know there are a number of people here whoi are interested in teacher trafning. I think that 
Congress found that the EjPDA Program which has been-ih existence since 1968 didn't quite meet 



the level of expectations heid.^r it then and, that while it did a lot of good, it didn't do it in the 
manner that Congress thought whep they wrote EPDA into the 1968 Amendments. Congress was 
especially concerned that the progran/ was not driginally meant to be limited to high level types of 
people who would go into top administrative positions in state departments or in large school dis- 
tricts. I-think C6pgress intended that some individuals selected would be going back into the voca- 
tional education classroom. Congress also thought the program should be operated 6n a national 
competition basis and not simply, be operated through state departments of education. 

Based on these concerns, Qoijgress in 1976 modified the EPDA Program in two respects. They 
stated that the Office of Education had^imposed'a regulation on^the program that was not called 
for,,in the law, by delegating its responsibilities to state departments of education and that such 
delegation is not to occur in the future. That means fronj now on, leadership awards will be on the 
basis of a national competition with applications sent to the U.S. Office of Education. The second 
change made was the addition of tWo new programs. Congressman Blouin of Iowa especially thought 
it was time for Congr^s tcr address the imbalance that presently exists in the oversupply of teachei^ 
in some ajreas and undersupply in other areas. The undersupply is in early childhood education, vo- 
cational education, and education of the handicapped. Congress*has therefore amended the EPDA 
Fellowship Program to select teachers who are certified in the oversupply fields and retrain them f6r 
positions in voc^ional education. They also authorized a program which allows for individuals from 
industry to be brought into the schools for the purpose of teaching job skills to students. The U.S. 
Office of Edu(:;^tion administrators in Washington, D.C. are very skeptical as to whether eith^ one 
of those two new programs can be successful. They feel that applicants for these two programs will 
be few. The Congressmen believe differently. They feel there will be a number of teachers who will 
apply for this fellowship and also a number of people from industry who wish to teach in public 
schools. • . ' ' * . . . 

I would not misinterpret this as a device to take teachers who are not prepared m terms of the 
skills necessary to teach in vocational education anS simply provide them with a job due to declining 
enrollments. The emphasis in both cases is on people who have skills that needed to be taught in vo- 
cational education and who r^quhre some assistance in moving into, the vocational education profes- 
sion. I think there is as much interest in getting people from industry as there is for getting teachers 
who are unemployed. ' ^ 

Response (Charles Radcliffe):' , ' ^ ' _ 

I think the reasdn that Congress is right. in this new program, is that there^are many people Avho 
are changing careers due to disenchantment with what they are doing. Many would like to- get into 
something like vocational education where they could use' the knowledge they possess to good ef- 
feet ana have a genuine impact for good on people's lives.- 

I think that Byrl Shoemaker has done an extraordinary job in this respect in Ohio. He and I 
have talked about the desirability of sucb-A-pftfgram for*years.; 

Question: Several criteria were developed for the evaluation provisions in the new law. Are ^ 
these criteria realistic in terms of the difficulty in obtaining such data? 

Response (Charles Radtliffe): ^ ' 

There has been considerable discussfon cdncerninig^hat sorf^of criteria to use to evaluate pro- 
gjrams. Depending on who was making the judgement, of course, you could come out differently, 



and criteria different from those in the new act were suggested. There was a concern that vocational 
education doesrprepare^ people for more than immediate job placement, although job placement cer- 
tainly is the goal. Still; baving people go into the ar-meH forces from vocational programs, as well as 
into post-secondary academic work and other areas certainly should count as ^'placement/' The crux 
of the matter is "how do you tell whether a ptograni should be retained or dropped and whether the 
progr.am is successful or hot?" \yhen you att6.mpt to answer these questions, the fundamental c^i- ' 
teria must be job placentent in jobs for which an individual is prepared or in a closely related j.ob area. 
^ The next logical criteria relates to a person's perception of whether or not he/^he was well prepared 
for the job and .whether or not he/she was satisfied with the,area for which he/she prepared. Third, 
one must consider the employer's j)Brception of whether the'vocational program is worthwhile from 
his/her'point of view. That perhaps is the critical measure. TJius, we selected those criteria that 
should be the very essence of what you would base a judgment as to whether*^ program should be 
added, dropped, or maintained. If you listed any additional criteria, fhere would be^'overl^Jto the 
point that program administrators would be confused arid the d4ta collected confounded to the ex- 
tent ihat it might-^be useless for program planning. , . ' V , 1 ^ 



Question: The question is, what about other evaluation factors such as family backg/ouhd, 
personal command of tl?e basics, apd^academic basic skills which may be/nvOlved*^ 

rResponse (Jack Jennings): • / 

--^ Yes, of course, those are iippprtant, I know.that vocational educators are askijiglhe question, 
"Why judge us by standards that aren't applied to the rest of ejducatiori?" Maybe it's because Con- 
gress has taken the lead in this country in* encouraging vocational education and has a groat de&I of 
faith in the capability of vocational educc^tictfi to solve some of the drfficult employment problems 
we face, So^ they're asking more of vocational education, ^ ^ ' ^ 7 / 

But dlso I would hazard a guess that when Congress gets arourid^tb renewing sbme of the other., 
educational programs, they're going to be more stringent in terms of the evaluation of those pro- ^ 
'grams. Certainly, this should hold true for the-Title I Program in tlie Elementary /knd' Secondary 
Education Act. • ' - , v\ / / ' 

As reg^ds vocational education. Congress felt that often job performance /'nd/iob satisfaction 
are the most appropriate ways to evaluate how well a person is prepared for a TOcatiph. Sure, all 
these other factors are involved and we all know that. It seems to me that, perJhap'^ven more im- 
portant than- vocational skills, arO the'^fundamental acadepiic skills of reading,/writing, and figuring. . 
That may be the greatest point of failure in American^ecjucation. It should perhaps be our greatest 
concerp. There again, I'm not sure that everything can be done by the school., j!t" is increasingly im- 
portant that we use every conynunity and family resource available to us and ^ind more effective 
ways to help families deal with these problems, I'm not sure all of th^at caiVbe done byjederal ac- 
tion, ^ut I am reasonably confident that we, as a people, have the capacitVti^ overcome this problem. 

Question: What should be the thrust of vocational education from Cohgress' point of view? 
Response («^l^gs_p.adcliffeV * ' / ' ^ 

I think that, clearly, the thrust is preparation for employment, yttimk historically that has 
been the thrust^ it If that isn't the purpose of vocational education, wjiat is the purpose? Why 
have It? I'm not 'saying that there aren't other values. I'm not saying that at all. My dad was a * 



blacksmith^and a good man. Ther? arS a lot of values that I gained from^ssociating with my father 
and knowing spnfxething about bis work, and there were values he derived from his trade other than 
economjc. He had a great feeling for the artistic possibilities of handwrought metal. 'But the prinv ^ 
ary reward^as employment. Now, Vm sure ther£ are other values in education. But^ I would^ ♦ 
assess the mood of Congress, they're thinking more"5nd more that educatiop, all of education, ought 

• to be preparation for productive employment in this societyf-They^realize other values are tliere and 
that they are important. But without productive employment in some career, what do the other 
values amount to? Very^enerally, that is my assessment of the mood of Congress. ThaVs why there* 
is so much interest in Vhat i? called career education. Let me say, very briefly, that we have some 
problems with which we siniply must deal. In gaod tim^s and bad, the rate of unemployment of 
out-of-school youth in this country between the ages of sixteen and twenty-four is substantial. NJost 
of them ar^ in the full-time civilian labor market. Th^ rates of- unemployment are the highest in the 
Western world, and they are bad in good economic times. They are disgraceful. This in very lai^e • 

. part is structural unemployment. It is a reflect ion. of young people without employable skills. The 

• other causal factor is the limited employment opportunities for women. Jack talked about the 
evidence before the Hbiise Education and Labor Cofpmittee. I must say as atather of a yoUng . 
daughter, I was shocked by the irrefutable evidence presented. For example, the average woman 
collegQ graduate m-the full-time work force in tl/is country earns less today than the average male 
high school dropout in the. full-time labor force. The differential between the income of women 

. a/hd men in our country is not growing less. It's growing larger and has been over the past decacje. 
^There are a variety of reasons for some of these trends, not all related to education, but vocational 
education has a tremendous resifonsibilitj iasolving societal problems related to preparation for, 
employment. ' ' . - 

Question: What, was the Corl|ressiorial intent with regard to unpaicj Employment? ' 
Response (Jack Jennings): 

With unpaid employment, i don't think- it's so much Congress having a precise idea about what 
it wanted to authorize. Rather, they didn't want to close the door by sayirtothat occupational train- 
ing can only be for paid employment. 1 feel they recognized that there could be ^tuations in which 
someone could learn a job skill, but decide npt to accept^money or decide to do volunteer wx)i'k. 
There could also be a number of other situations. ' ' ^ 

Question: t)oes Congress have a view that vocational education can lead to helpmg resolve youth 
unemployment probjems? * ^ 

Response (Jack Jennings):. - - ' - " 

* • * * . 

I'll give a very frank answer which is always dangerous when you are a staff mertiber and working 
for dtber people. I think you'll find that some members of Congress believe that very much. J feel' 

that bothtJongressman Perkins from Kentucky and Mr. Quie from Minnesota do. We have found ^ 

Congress.to be more than willing to vote for a vocational education bill authorizing funds for the 
program. But when dollars.are considered (thatjs, when applropriations are^ctually made), we have 

• not seen a big dollar increase for vocational educa^on, in any substantive terms, for at least six years. 
This is especially true when you consider the rate of inflation. Part of the'piioblem has been a R^ub- 
lican administration and a Democratic Congress feuding over education dollars and whether dollars 
should be speat for-sociaf programs or other things. It'^as also partially an indication that a1)ercep- 
tion exists among a number of member%of Copgress and the people in-the Offite of Management 



and Budget, that vocational education.is not ail that relevant to immediate job prospe^cts. Now that 
^ may be a rather TiafsH statement and one which my boss doesn't agree with at all. But I.think that 
is the perception of a numbeii of people. Look at the recent Carter budget r:Squests. He's asking 
billions for CETA programs for youth unemployment. Congress is^also putting billions into publit 
works and we can't ^get $100 million as an increase in appropriatioiis for vocational education-. 
Congressman Perkins and^Congressman Q'uie sent a letter to the Appropriations Committee in the - 
House requesting such an increase, they tried to work with the committee members to get thai in- 
crease. Instead, vocational education received $25 million as an increase ^hichrbarely meets the 
rate of inflation. Jt's very difficult to get money out of Congress in any .substantial t^ms for voca- 
tional education. I think p^rt of it is budgetary problems, but more importantly, it is the image of 
vocational education among important decision-makers.* ^ ' 

Question:- Why does vocational education legislation address areas which are clearly the respon- 
^ sibility of agencies other than education? 

Response (Jack Jennings): • / > " 

.Part of it is just purely an institutional problem. If you've ever been involved in public policy 
wc^k, whether it's in the city council, the state legislature, or the national legislature, it inevitably " 
has to remind you of the image people evoke when they say that sometfiing^lboks IM/ym elephant 
that was put together by a committee-'' It has different pieces hanging out at differerit^parts. .These 
'bills are not .written by any one person. They're generally written by a group of peopleor by*a 
' committee. \ • ^ * . * 

The Yiew vocational education law is yery unusual in having some uniformity^ it. If you look 
at other laavs, you'll find different pieces going off in really different directions because different 
•Congressmen and Serfatdrs have developed a chunk here and there. Even in this law, youlrave some 
things that sort of ^jiang^out." It's just institutional. ^ , ' , , . • , ^ 

Now with those particular things that yo*u mentioned, I'fhink that tjiecorrefitlonal institution 
emphasis is in the bill because of Senator fell. He has veiy strong interests in trying to get better 
job training in prisons in Rhode Isknd, and'he's Chairman of tl^ Senate Education Gpmmitt^e * 
which is a powerful ^position in th^area of educatipn. He carried his*int^ests into the Vocational 
Education Bill, He ^JfaTfery^isistent that the corrections provisions in {he Senate-lwlKbe incbr- 
r porated into thejinal bill. The members agreed to it? ^' ^ . ' , ' 
( • • ^ » • ii« • ' * - " 

^ In another area,^ongfessmari.Quie hasLverJ^ strcJ^ ipierests in Indian education and was r^. " 
sponsible for the Indian provision in the Bill. He^^as also very insistent-that the provision be car- 
ried through to the end ^nd be incorporated *nTtJ€rtinal legislation. . ' • . 

So it's partially because of the manner in^which legislation comes about. You can jjave one or 
two member^ insisting on something and because of their argume,nV,^orcefully carry them through. 
It's also because' you need a concensus insetting something finalizM. 

In additionVo .those reasons', I think you find that Congr^Vnot reluctant to violate institu- 
tional sanctity. Every.now and then, they feel fchat somebgd^ should be stirred up a little bit. May- 
be if you give authority to the State Board of Vocational Education in Hhode Island to offer a cor-^ 
rectional program, you'll encourage the t)epartment of Prisons to move fo<-ward and d6 Something 
on its own. • . . ' • ^ * - . ^ 



I know.Congress ha's done that in legislation dealing with overseas schools for U,S. ArmeS 
Forces*dependents. The education committees in Congress have written into federal education 
laws provisions saying that certain amounts of money available under the Elementary and Second- 
ary Education Act will-be available to the overWas schools which are operated by^the Department 
of Defense. D.O.D.^overseas schools are the tenth or eleventh largest school system in the ^^orld. 
Yet, tl^ defense committees, in both the House and the Senate, do not want U.S^ Office. of Educa; 
tion money going in|o their schools. They want to maintain total control jver those schools. But 
our committees wrote in provisions in 1965 and 1966 rfegarding D.O.D. overseas schools; knowing, 
they wouldn't be implemented.' This put the defense committees on notice that some day they 
could be implemented. That had the effect of pushing the defense committees into making certain 
improvements in 4he overseas schools. So, sometimes thefee provisions are put in noj^ because Con- 
.gress wants to respect institutional lines (even within Congress itself), but rather because ,it sfe^that 
if you apply a little pressure, you'll get some changes that are good in terms i)f the end product. 

Question:' What kind of guidance can you give us about the ^deqliacy of the research and im- 
pact data of target groups idena|ied in the Vocational Amendments of 1968 and 
now again in the 1976 Amendm^s specifically the handicapp€d,'the disadvantaged, 
and^the post-secondary? What kind of guidance can you give us about the adequacy 
. of the evidence that comes before Congress on the impact of vocational education 
on tHese various groups?- 

Response (Jack. Jennihgs): , ^ ^ >' • 

That is a difficult'question. I remember back in 1967-68, Chairnrfn Perkins was very proud of 
the fact that there was a study which showed that vocational educatibn graduates were more em- 
ployable than general graduates of high schools and he was able to use that report as a debating 
point to say that this was good expenditure of money, that it shows'that Vocational education is 
doing its job. Italso showed that if yo^^spend this mopey, in the long run Congress will be more ' 
than paid back in increased incorie taxes for the addiUpn^ffunds it's expending for vocational edu- 
cation. But, I haven't noticed that type of report bj^ available within the l^t »sveral years, ^n 
fact, the types of reports we have seen have shown that vocational graduates after the first couple 
of years, usually wind up with the same type of job earnings as general graduates do out o£ high 
school. So,J think that this type of information that'$ available to 0MB specialists and the Con- 
gressional Budget Office, has raised questions in people's minds about whether vocational education 
is doing a job which is going to resOlt in people getting better jobs over time. 

Response (Charles Radcliffe): ' 

I think this is why you have the strong provisions on evaluation. We need that kind of infor- 
mation. 

Response (Jack Jennings): . * ' ^ 

Now you can argue many different things out of that answer. You can say is it legitimate to 
take one report with all its limitations and disregard those limitat^6ns. You know generally what 
appears in the methodology chapter which goes on forever and is written m language which nobody 
can understand. It would be better to draw conclusions and then select the conclusion less all the 
dependent clauses that can bemused as a debating weapon. You know people do that and they gerf- 
erally do it to support their own conclusions, - * 



Nonetheless, there has to be some type of evidence to show that vocational education is doing 
a better job in getting people better jobs than just sending kids through regular classrooms. In the 

Vcase of the disadvantaged, it's the same type of thing. If there were evaluation reports showing 
that minority children from Cleveland, after going through vocational courses-, did get jobs and that 

, they were .doing much better than students in other situations, that would make an impression on 
Congress. It would help members who want to increase dollars for vocational education develop a 
cas^ for those dollars. • ^ . : ' ' ' 

Now,, I don't mean to leave you with a totally gloomy impression about increased federal fund- 
ing for; vocational education. I think that another battle can be made this year and I do see a grow- 
ing concensus in Washin^on that vocational education has been shortchanged for the last several ' 
years. I can decfuce that from the talk among the various education groups that they do realize in 
tlje Carter budget and all, that vocatbnal education did not get its due and so possibly with the fisy 
cal 1978 budget, there will be an opportunity to bring about a substantial increase. 

Response, (Charles Radcliffe): ' ^ ^ ' ^ 

'* « * 

You kno^ on the funding,. too, just very briefly, I would put it in a somewhat different per- 
spective. In 1962, out of a total of $284 million spent for ^vocational education by^te,'local, ai\d 
federal sources, $51.4 million came from the federal governments Today, the total expenditure for 
vocational education is ab6ut $4.5 billion. While we do not have exact figures, we are hoping £or 
$600 miUion this yearTrom the fedejral government in' support of vocational education. Now, I 
J don't know of any^other major education program.that has had that kind of increased federaJ.sup- 
' port.^ Perhaps there is one, but I'm not aware of it. ft> ^ 

Question: Are you really saying that we have limited information on the outcome^f the 
^ general program?* 

Response (Jack Jennings): . . j . 

V Well, I don't know about national studies. You kno\^ it's very difficult, with a Country of 215 
jnillion people, to come up with a national study that's going to mean much. I think we*d be more 
^than pleased if you had a sample study of a few states. , Researchers in Washington, D.C. enjoy 
spending their money on national studies. The U.S. Office of Education, it seems, will take every 
dollar available and invest it in a national longitudinal study. Our problems witn that type of ap- 
proach is that what these researchers adopt as theiif standards, aren't always whkt Congress is willing 
to accept as standards of success. For example, the use of reading scores as tbel standard of success 
in Title I. There is lack of agreement that Title I is meant to improve reading scores. Secondly, it 
depends on who they're Iboking.at. Sometimes they refer to smalfgroups andisometimes to large 
groups. Sometimes they take sampler which people disagree with, which is th^ common |:^search 
' argument. Another problem is that their timing for such studies is generally atrocious. If we are 
to renewvthe Elementary and Secoridajy Education Act.in 1978, and renew itfuntil 1984 or 1985 ^ 
.and which has been known for four years, researchers will probably finish their relevant s6idte& 
about I2f80. It will probably not be finished jtn time to have an effect on whajt Congress is going to 
do.* By the time Congress gets around'to the Wxt renewaf, the data will be outdated and people 
will say it's no longer valid. Thus, you've got to clo it over again. 

Question: Evaluation is implicit throughout tlie legislation. Who is intended to do which eval- 
uattons, for^hat purpoi^^^nd aire they to be articulated? 
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Responst^.( Charles Raid cliff e): , * ' ^ 

,They are ihten^fed. Jto serve a varietVsof purppses. Perhaps we haven't thought enough about ' 
,the articulation of evaluation. Pajt of the problem is thatihey serve different purposes: The NIE , 
study is a one^bt study for Congressional purposes, to get an independent evaluatiqn of where 
vocatio;ial education is now. The local evaluation is an ongoing effort to encourage or require them 
to assess their own programs. ^We have felt they should have been assessed all alon^. The state eval- , 
1 uations .are taassist them in their own planning ^and are an bngoing effort. Hopefully, the results 
of these various evaluation efforts will be articulated where appropriate. But I don't think they are. 
necessarily conflicting. I think they serye different and quite le^timate purposes./. 




Question: Is there anything else we could do to emphasize greater working relationships be- ^- 
• twe-en thepffiee of Management and Budget and the Congress? It seems to me that 
m&st of ttie legislation addresses more accountability. On the other hand,.OMB-has 
*^ . restricted data collection efforts as a result of federal laws. Is there any way we. 
could get these two working together? 

Response- (Jack Jennings): ' • ' v. \^ 

In response to th^ first part of the question on 0MB, 0MB has become more restrictive. I feel 
they should be, given 4:he many data requests going out. There 's not much use in collecting a lot of 
information just for the sake ot collecting it. But, if something is written in a law, as i^this^case, 
wherewejjry to be as clear as possible regarding the purpose' for which the data.will be used, I don't, 
see wHereOMB can say no. I tion't see where there is a conflict right'now,4n, the sense of the law 
saying dne thing and 0MB saymgno. If it's in the law, it's going to have to be don^. 0MB will'have 
to find different areas to cut back on, not the plrovisioris that are set out in the law.-^ 

Question: What is being done by Congress to insure coordination does occur between federal 
agencies? What strategies and systems for^coordination have been developed? 

Response (Charles Radcli^fe): , * 

' li is very difficult,. as you know, at the federal level tq deal with matters that cross departmen- 
tal lines. It's especially difficult to get the^ U.S, Department of Labor and HEW, or the Bureau of 
' India^i Affairs and the U.S. Olfice of Educatiftn, to work together] But we are certainly encouraging 
that and, for the first time. Congress S setting uj), by law, interdepartmental committees (Depart- 
ments of Labpr and HEW) workii^ with the information and data base at the federal level. At the 
.state level, we're trying to at least build bridges thiough cross-membership on advisory or adminis- 
trative boards! For example, tl\e Comprehensive Employment and Training people will serve on the 
State Advisory Council for Vocational Education and State Vocational Education Advisory Council 
people will ser^ on the Governor's Manpower Council under CETA. There are a variety of devices 
x)f that kind that can be used.' It's a'difficult task and Congress has no magic answers about how to 
bring about such cooperation. They certainly are trying to increasin'gly encourage cooperation. As 
Jack said earlier, ourresources are limited and there's a growing unhappiness abqut our resources 
bfeing' wasted, and particularly unhappiness about people fighting over turf when really they're deal- 
ing with the same set of problems. . . ' - ^ 
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Question: Why has early childhood education Men given such minor attention in the bill? 
• is the provision for day care centers a mandate for funding? 

* • . ^ r 

Response (Jack Jemiiugs): . • ' ^ 

" * ... - ^ 

" No, Congress wrote that in the bill as an authorized use of funds under the state's block grant. 
There is no mandatory requirement that this a'ctivi^ty has to be funded by the state. I^hink you'll, 
(ind that when we renew the legislation inia82, vety few federal dollars will have been used for 
day care center^ under the Vocational Education Act.' This i^ because it's going tp be the state 
board of vocational education which is basically making the decisions regarding the authorization 
of funds for such programs. I do think its existence in the bill is more symbolic, in that it shows 
that Congress does feel it is extremely important that vocational educatidn begin to do sbmething 
about sex stereotyping. It is not telling vocational education it is at fault more than anybody else. 
It is a pervasive problem throughout society. It's Congress' way of saying that in the renewal of 
this legislation, vocational education has to make a start. Hopefully, other people will also make a 
start. . ' ' 



Question: Is Congress considering more re^ribtions on the funding of vocatioiial education 
research? \ i. - " ^ . 

Response (Jack Jennings): % - 

With regard to the impact statement, it comes dowirto a situation where):he congressmen de- • 
cided that they had put relatively few res^ictjons on the expenditure of federal dollars for voca- 
tional rese^ch in the years past. The onlyiestrictions have been on the amount of dollars that 
have been available. Congress clearly has been at fault in creating erratic funding patterns for that ^ 
program and also in duration of fujiding. BuLwhen it comes to restrictions on the iype of^ thing • 
which can be funded, there have been relatively few. I thmk Congress felt that after looking around/ 
foj the results of research and. not finding many, they feared that millions of dollars spent for re- 
search may not have yielded mUch. This may be tilting the balance a little too much the other way, 
but Congress wants to see some results frorn re^arch in the next five years. If they don't see results, 
then giey may have second thougfag; about funding vocational education research. That may be too « 
harsh. Maybe it's being short-sight^ to a degree. It was debated intensely until the bill came out 
6t conference. Much time was spent by congressmen and senators debating the merits of these . 
provisions. They finally decided t>at in this area they wanted results and they wanted them relatively 
soon. They did allow some flexibility iii dealing with national contracts. 

The provisions read that states cannot^make research, curriculum development, or exemplary 
program grants. Ratherjlhey must have contracts for alfthese purposes and they do have to show 
results. With the federaTOollars, there can be grants in some situ^ions, but these grants must show 
, r|2ults within five years. There can be Contracts without the restriction on shoeing results within 
flye yeai^.lThus, there.is some flexibility for the IJ.S. Office of Education to contract with people 
without having to have this impact statement within five years. The national center, of course, is 
exempted from that requirenient altogether^so there is considerable flexibility with f^mding t&at 
provision of the bill. 

Now, it's a matter of balancing. I think the congressmen felt they had left the language t6o 
loose. They didn't feel they received a sufficient product. Even though it^is now overbalancing in 
the opposite direction, it should provide* assurance that they get visible results. 
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Question: What kind of evidence 'of results do you'think Congress is expecting from vocational 
'education research? Should, th^ey not have been more definitive? V . 

Response (Jack Jennings): ^ . * " ^ . ' 

. T4ie provision says that it has to have imiiact^n the classroom in teaching techniques or cur- 
riculum materials. I don't think you would have w^oied Congress ^o spell it out more Specifically. 
If they dicf^ t feel might hav^been too r^estrictive. It^better that Congress expressed their intent 
which say^ that there ha^ to be.a reasonable probability*bf effects in the classroom. It doesn't say 
that there absolutely has to be overt result?. It^ays there' has to be a reasonable probability that 
something is goiilg4o come out'df it. p^Cw, if you want less flexibility than thatj maybe next time 
around Con^ss will do so. In this bill, I, think they just wanted to express their intent. 

• ;/• .• ■ _ ' 

Question w Vou ^laye given us many examples of how Wie Wust improve vocational education ^ 
re$^aychi well as projbl^ms we need to overcome; what oJ;her recommendations 
♦ - ' ' . ^d^yoxi h'ave for us?, - , • 

Respdiis^ (Jack Jennings): \ * ' 

/// / ' ^ ' 

' //That's the whole purpose of it.^ Yon know we had such a nice day here I was having second 
thoughts abiDut reading my speech, Jbut I 9on't want to not tell you the truth from our perspective, 
^ou know, as Secretary Richardson used to.say!^ depending Km where you sit determines where you • 
stand, and we're sitting in a staff capacity for Congress. My paper, reflects the corigressmiwi's petcep- 
,tions,'more or less. There is some disagreement, but this is their^erception* Now, people in the re- 
search qommuriity may have a different perception. People out in>Iocal school districts might have 
an entirely different perception, but all I'm trying tb tell you is wjiat Congress believes and what 
they'd like to see result from the federal money that i§ invested in vocational education research. 
I think when Congress comes back and looks at vocational education research, things had beWer be ^ 
different than they are noW;. .Look at the National Academy of Science's report on vocational edu- 
cation research. It's about 100 percent m accord with what^the House Committee came out^with' 
in its committee report and Iherje seehis to be a view that vocational education is riot on course. 
Part of it is Congress' fault Don't take if .as criticism that it's solely the research community's ^ 
pr9blem. Part of it is Congress. When yqii provide $20 million in one year, $35 million the next . 
year, and $15 million the nejct year; and ypu provide it nine months into the school year, tlien the 
next year provide it three ^months after .the. school year has' envied, and next yeai?.pr6vide it six 
months into the school yedr, you know.^art of the problem is Congpess. That's clear, but Congress 
is trying fb clean up its act. Now it wouldjike researchers todean up their act. 

. .; ^ ' ■ ' ^_ '. 

Question: Why were the evaluation criteria in the bill selected rather than a m,ultitud^ of other 
characteristics that could have been selected? ' v 

Response (Jack Jennings): ^ • ' \ ' . ' 

Society is so complex that someHmes you h';^ve to be simple-minded and say that "with th^e 
dollars, at this time,,this is what we're going to try- to-do." ,1 mdan there are endless reasons, endless 
complexities in life; and^omefimes you do have to put shutters on and say^that if we're going tado 
this at this particular-time^, it may not achieve itsfelf completely, but it's going to nuHge people to 
some extent or it's going tb push something in a direction that wilLbring about change, I think 
tha.t's what they did with this legislation. There'^ an endless argument which yeu can make about 



whether these are the only two criteria which ought to be used to judge the success of programs and 
the arguments are valid on both si^es of the issue. It's just that, at this particular point in time, Con- 
gress IS saymg that vocational education has to more accurately show that it's training jfeople for . 
needed job categories than it's doing now. The local evaluation reciuirementsdo not say that the 
program has to be terminated if it does not show success in placement. It does not say that jJt all. 
All It says is that it's important to have that information and make it known. I don't mean to react' 
so harshly, but I've just hear'd the evaluation question jump up a numbej of times and it shouldn't 
be misunderstood. It shouldn't be understood as the only test of whether anything succeeds, but 
it should be understood as an indication of whether funding from federal sources should continue 

that particular program. = Now, there^may be other reasons. If you're in the middle of Cleveland 
and you're training kids and-they can't get jobs, there may be a lot-of other reasons why they can't 
get jobs. But, we should know what kind of program they're offering in Clevelan*^nd whether it's 
meeting its objectives. < - . * 

Response (Charles Radcliffe): 

The other reasons, too, can be explained. There's nothing that sayk that if an abberation in the 
•economy occurs (as in the construction industry in the last four years), it wouldn't be a perfectly 
satisfactory^explanation for failure to place apprentice or vocational graduates in those^obs. We 
also feel that, m th&long term, what we're moving toward, and I hope rapidly, is a far more sophis- 
ticated job market analysis than we have in place today. I hope that the national center when it's 
established, can.make a contribution to that end also. <• ^ 

.Question: Are the research coordinating units ifl each state responsible for grating funds for 
pfesearch, development, and exemplary programs? ^ • / 

Response (Jack Jennings): 

, ■ m_ 

You're exactly correct. In the present law, which is to go into effect October 1, research co- • 
ordinating units are mentioned under th§ research section and they are the funding authority for 
research grants. They are also told to develop comprehensive plans of program improvement Un- 
der the exemplary program section, it reads that a state'can make grants pursuant to these-<;ompre- 
hensive plans 'for exemplary programs. In the curriculum development section, a state can make 
grants foi: curriculum development. That could lead t6 a situation like that which presently exists 
where three programs could be operated by three different units in the state department of educa- 
tion.^Wbat the original House Bill said was that all three programs had to be tied together into a 
comprehensive program improvement effort adnfinistered by the state research coordinating unit. 
■That was lost in conference. It was lost partially through inadvertence and partially through some . 
opposition.. What the technical .amendment bill" does is.restore the original House Committee lan- 
guage which says that ill- three prografti^ would be administered by state research coordinating units 
pursuant to a^comprehensive plan of program improvement. 'If the technical amendment bill goes 
through, the three-programs will be integrated together in a much better fashion. This was one of 
the prime criticisms of the Natioftal A-cademy oj Science report. 



